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Sovernment 


tleboro, Vermont, 


Norman Holden. 
"“cooperatinc lividual," 


At approximately 9:40 M. Agent Anderson observed Norman 


Holden, Wayne Holde Duane Harris seated at a table 
in the far corner o bz (Tr ) Agent Anderson seated 


i1¢ 


himself in the and sometime later he was 


s 


approached by Wayne de Tr 29) The three of 
pp } 5 


(Wayne Holden, Age iderson he "cooperating 
individual") moved to a table and | t Anderson was 
introduced to Wayne Holden as "Bob 29-30) 


response to a question by Agen S Wayne Holden 


indicated he (Holden) is the spokesman for the group and that 


this time Agent Ander: was attempting 
contact with Harris as he had met him 
concerned Harris would recognize him 


Agent. (Fr 24-25, 239) 


amount 


2rI 
referring 
throughou 


im 


left the bar (Tr 38) and Wayne Holden drove with 
Agent Anderson in a gray car, Vermont registration 
number } (Tr 38-39) registered to Norman Holden, 
3X 39) to the front of the motel portion 
ach Motor Inn (Tr 38). Both Wayne Holden 
ind Agent Anderson entered Anderson's Government vehicle 
and Wayn: Holden took delivery of four 500 gran bottles 
(Tr 39-40, 433-35) and arrangements were made for 
Agent Anderson to contact Wayne Holder by telephone the 
next day (Tr 41-42). Later that evening Norman Holden, 
Wayne Holden and Duane Harris left the Discotheque Bar 


together. 


1975 Agent Anderson called Wayne 


Holden <& h telephone number provided him by Wayne 


Holden - 365-7628 - and they discussed when the manu- 
facturing process of amphetamine would begin. (Tr 43-44) 
Based on a prior arrangement, Agent Anderson called Wayne 
Holden at this same number on June 1l, and Wayne Holden 
was not there. 

On June 13, 1975 sometime between 9:00-9:30 P.M. 
Agent Anderson placed a telephone call to Wayne Holden 
at the 365-7623 number and an individual who identified 


himself as Duane Harris answered. (Tr 45, 294, 368-69) 


Harris told Anderson that Wayne Holden had not returned 
with the amphetamine, but that he was expected later 

that night, and that Wayne Holden had asked to meet 

Anderson at the Discotheque Bar the following evening 

to deliver the amphetamine. (Tr 45-46, 294-95) When 

Agent Anderson said he would call back, Harris said 

he (Harris) would be at that number answering the telephone. 
(Tr 46, 293-94) 

When Agent Anderson called later on June 13, Duane 
Harris again answered the telephone, (Tr 46, 293-94) and 
Agent Anderson testified about the ensuing conversation 
as follows: 


What was the subject of the conversation on 
that occasion? 


At that particular time he related that Wayne 

Holden had not as yet returned. We then entered 
into a discussion. I told aim I was very displeased 
at the way things were materializing, that the 
delivery of amphetamine back to me wa~ being 

delayed and I felt either the chemist was very 
inexperienced or something to the effect that 

the Holdens were unreliable in this particular 
transaction. 


What if anything did Mr. Harris say after 
you finished thai statemen® you just made? 


articular time, asked Mr. Harris 
iarris if it wou be possible for 
the chemist and perhaps elimina 
4 He indicated to 
and see if a meet 


Aarrangemer 


2lieve att Sarticul time I told Mr. 


"is I would telephone in sometime during 
£ 


course of the weekend > speak with Wayne Holden. 
57-69) 

Agent Anderson ca ed Wayne Holden and 

they arranged meeting for the delivery of amphetamine 
0). That meet*ng took place on June 16 at the McDonald's 

parking lot on Route 5 in Brattleboro. 
Holden, a passenger in a cer driven d ownec y Guy Pennell 
delivered to Agent Anderson approximat 
amphetamine, T 52 297, 490, 5173 GX 40), the 
of Count I of 1e indictment. 


lu 


, Agent Anderson telephonically arranged 


~ 
/ 


On June 2 


a meeting with Wayne Holden at the Mammoth Mart Shopping 


(Tr 60-61, 72; GX 3A) Norman Holden drove Wayne 
Holden to this meeting in a gray  *r registered to 
Norman Holden, (Tr 73, 78, 488-90; GX 39) At the meeting 


Agent Anderson delivered to Wayne Holden one 500 gram 


bottle of P2P (Tr 74, 519). Agent Anderson also gave Wayne 


Holden his undercover phone number - 205-522-9065. 

On June 30, Wayne Holden called Agent Anderson on the 
undercover phone (Tr 76) and arranged for a meetiny at the 
Mammoth Mart Shopping Plaza for the delivery of amphetamine 
(Tr 77). Later that day Norman and Wayne Holden arrived at 
the Plaza in the same gray car and delivered to Agent 
Anderson 144 grams of amphetamine. (Tr 78-79, 219) Agent 
Anderson gave Wayne Holden two bottles of P2P and made 
arrangements for a future phone call. (Tr 81) On July 2, 
Wayne Holden called Agent Anderson and set up a delivery for 
JULY Vs (Tr 85) On July 7, Agent Anderson called Wayne 
Holden; Norma: Holden answered and said that Wayne was not 
home but that Wayne would contact Agent Anderson later 
concerning delivery. (Tr 86) Later on July 7, Wayne Holden 
called Agent Anderson and stated the amphetamine was ready 
and that the chemist wanted a full case of P2P. Arrangements 
were then made for a meeting at the Mammoth Mart Plaza. (Tr 


86, 613) Later that day Wayne Holden, driving a car registered 


to Duane Harris and accompani y Annie Harris, (Tr 88, 
487-88, 133 Gx 7) delive 330 grams of amphetamine to 
Agent Anderson and made arrangements for a future P2P 
delivery. (Tr 90-91, 220; GX 6) 

On July 9, Agent Anderson called Wayne Holden and 
made arrangements for a delivery of P2P on July 10th 
at the Mammoth Mart Plaza (Tr 92-93). On July i0th, Wayne 
Holden, again accompanied by Norman Holden and acain in 
the same car registered to Duane Harris met Agent Anderson 
at the Plaza. ) After arranging to meet at the First 
National parking lot for a delivery of amphetamine, Agent 
Anderson then delivered two 500 gram bottles of P2P to 
Wayne Holden (Tr 95-96). Thereafter, Norman Holden and 
Wayne Holden drove this car which was registered to Duane 
Harris from Brattleboro, Vermont to Gloucester, Massac'.usetts. 

rr 443-46, S21l=-22, 557=58; GX. 47) 

On July 14th phone calls were exchanged »etween Agent 

Anderson and Wayne Holden and a meeting was arranged for 


July 15. (Tr 96-97) On Juiy 15tk Wayne Holden, in a car 


driven and registered to Bruce Garland, delivered 308 grams 


of amphetamine to Agent Anderson. (Tr 968=1LOL, 110-14, 221, 
447-49, 488; 

On July i7th, Agent Anderson called Wayne Holden at 
the 365-7628 number; Duane Harr’.s answered the phone 


and told Agent Anderson that Wayne Holden was at 80J2-365- 


4021. 5-16) 3etween July 21st and Auguust 12th 


there were three phone conversations between Agent 
Anderson and Wayne Holden. (Tr 118-22) 
On September 12th snt Anderson ca 


n 


and spoke with Duane irris who told Agent Anderson 


"Wayne Holden was not livinc t é cular address 


on Action Hill and, there was no telephone 
Hill location." (Tr 122, 298-99) Agent Anderson 
Harris to leave a message that he 


and to get that information to Holden. 


Agent Anderson might have asked Harris to tell Holuen 


contact Anderson at the undercover phone number. (T 


On September 15th, Agent Anderson called 365-762 


Norman Holden answered. Thereafter Wayne Holden cal 
Agent Anderson. Che 130) 
On September 22nd Agent Anderson called 365-76 


taal 


and *aped a phone conversation with Wayne Holden (Tr 


139) 


but this 
come in and 


Anderso! 


two phone 
delivery of 


rson delivere 


Mammoth M 


tember received aca 


the delivery 


Wayne Holden and arran 


amphetamine same day Wayne 
Duane Harris 


H 
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-O Agent Anderson T 
arrested Wayne Holden 

During the early morning ho $5 October lst 
was arrested in East Jamaica, Vermont t the mobi 


mother where he was sleeping on the 


5f his constiti 


right nd while being transported to the West Brattlebor 


Vermont State Police Barracks, Harris said “it was a 


night, because 


happen (Tr 636) 


smelled something comin 


Harris' motier testified that she and her 
were planni‘g to go to Mexico and the West 
and that the trip took place on either the ;3 
of October or the lst of November. (Tr 696- 
There is no direct evidence that Harris was to 
part of this trip or that it was scheduled for 
October lst as defendant seems to argue in his 
statement of facts. (DB 16) As a matter of fac 
Mrs. Harris testified the planning for the trip 
place in September and October. (Tr 696) 
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The true rule, therefore, is that a trial 

judge, in passing upon a motion for a 

directed verdict of acquittal, must determine 
whether upon the evidence, giving full play 

to the right of the jury to determine 
credibility, weigh the evidence, and draw 
justifiable inferences of fact, a reasonable 
mind might fairly conclude guilt beyond a 

rea. nable doubt. If he concludes that upon 

the evidence there must be such a doubt in a 
reasonaFle mind, he must grant the motion; 

Sr, to state it another way, if there is no 
evidence upon which a reasonable mind might 
fairly conclude guilty beyond a reasonable doubt, 
the motion must be granted. If he concludes 

that either of the two results, a reasonable 
doubt or no reasonable doubt, is fairly possible, 
he must let the jury decide the matter. 


The Court in Taylor clearly focused on the fa 


function of the jury: 
- .-But if a reasonable mind might fairly have 
a reasonable doubt or might fairly not have one, 


the case is for the jury, and the decision is 
for the jurors to make. 


Taylor at 243, quoting Curley at 932. 


Ss to consider all the evidence introd 


as circumstantial, United States v. Bowles, 


S37 tea Cir. ISTIC; cert. denied, 400 U.S. 


928 and all reasonable inferences therefrom. 


Taylor, Supra, at 244-5. The same standard as this Court 


Stated in Taylor, supra, applies where circumstantial 


evidence of guilt is presented: 


9e such as 
other 
tinues to be 
ryers despite 
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in Bowles, supra 
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contends that the 
as a matter of 
trial court ( n allowing Count 


theory. 


Nisse 


Supreme 


100 F.2d 401, 


In order to aid and abet another to commit 
a crime it is necessary that a defendant 
‘in some sort associate himseli with the 
venture, that he participate in it as in 
something that he wishes to bring about, 
that he seek bv his own action to make it 
succeed.'" 


See also United States Licursi, 525 


/ 


15); United States v. Terrell, 474 


JInited States v. Manna, 353 F (2a Ci 


reh. denied, 


This means that the defendant must consciously assis 


the commission of the specific crime in some affirmative 


active way. Jnited States v. Dickerson, 508 F.2d 1216, 


(2d Cir. 1975); States . Wiebold, 507 F.2d 932, 


(8th Cir. 1974). o-2 oO United States v. Baumcarten, 


P.26@ 1620, 1&6 g ct cert. denied, 


Haceis, 441° F.2¢ 1333, 1336 (10th Ciz. 2 


evidence and all reasonable inferences therefrom 
showed Harris aided and abetted the possession 


distribute amphetamine on June 16, 1] 


f 


Jn June 5, Wayne and Norman Holden met with Agent 
Anderson for the express purpose of arranging an 

illegal drug transaction; Duane Harris was there ‘ith 
both Wayne and Norman Holden, (Tr 22-23) Duane Harris 
was not there for transportation purposes as the car 
Wayne Holden drove was registerea to Norman Holden 

(Tr 38-39, 488-90, GX 39) and as Wayne Holden explained - 
he needed his brother for transportation. (Tr 32, 340-42) 
Duane Harris was not seated with Wayne Holden and Nc 
Holden by chance since he arrived with and left with both 
Norman and Wayne Holden. (Tr 23, 591-92, 595) Wayne 
Holden also said that Harris was a friend who was part of 
the organization and could be trusted. 

gave Agent Anderson a telephone number where he could be 
reached.* (Tr 33-34, GX 1). This number was subscribed t 
by Wayne and Norman Hoiden's mother (Tr 548-49; DB 17); 
however, the evidence showed that Wayne Holden did not even 


live at this number but that Harris lived there. 


GX 9A) On June 13,, Harris told Agent Anderson that Wayne 


Holden was not there but he (Harris) would be at that numbez 
answering the telephone. (rr 46,4 It is certainly 
reasonable to infer that Harris was relaying messages 


concerning the sale of narcotics between Holden and Anderson. 


(802) 365-7628 


re is ample evidence that Harris knew of 
(riminal activity. During the first 
Agent Anderson asked Harris if Wayne Holden had returned 
with the amphetamine and Harris said no. (Tr 294-95) 
13 phone call when Age Anderson 
was displeased with the 
Harris indicated he had been acquaintex 
longer than the Holdens had since he had 
introduced the Holdens to the chemist. 
Furthermore, Harris indicated he had contact 
with the chemist and could arrange a meeting between the 
chemist and Agent Anderson. (Tr 48) 
Harris argues, and places great re 
contention that "there was no evidence that he (Harris) 
even passe I > message nderson as requested 
Anderson." (DB 21) ‘his is clearly a reference to the 
phone conversation on September 12 between Agent 
Anderson and Harris, - 298-299) since Agent Anderson 
did not ask Harris to pass on a message for Holden to call 
him during either June 13 conversation. (Tr 45-48) How- 
ever, during the first June 13 phone conversation Harris 
told Agent Anderson that Wayne Holden wanted to meet Anderson 


the following evening to deliver the amphetamine. 


46, 295) This information conveyed by Harris actively aided 


id Anderson in furtherance 
as evidenced 
sonvers< 2=tween Agent Anderson and Wayne 
den stated Anderson could always 
365-7626 numbe 
evidence 
jury's finding participati« 
ay be proved by circumstantial 


Garguilo, 


F.2d 924 (6t 


defendant Calvert was convicted of aiding 
robbery and this conviction was upheld based upon 
following fac : nere was evidence that Calvert 


burglar tools in é observed at the scene 


-es came from a junk yard where he had 


and he had purchased the cutting 


in the robbery and these were found in the car. 
There was no evidence that Calvert was at the scene of the 


crime. 


-2da 1020 
iefendant Baur 


renses conne 


and deliverin« 
making of a pipe bomb. 
sasonably that Baumgarte 
accompanying 
up the elec c drill f 
affirmative 
sSilitation of > unlawful a 


and abe gq charge. Id 


States v. Priest, 419 


Government's evidence showed a prearranged 


meeting of Small and a ZA agent at a ‘ounge, Priest 
Joined them at a booth and Small introduced Priest to 
three discussed the possible purchase of 


the agent told Priest he 


uantity and quality of a former 


purchase of marihuana from Small, Priest told the agent 
that the product to be purchased at this time was of much 
be cer quality. When the conversation in the booth had 
been completed, Priest advised Small not to make the 
proposed transfer from his car to the agent in a nearby 
parking lot because it was then under observation by the 
police department; he farther advised Small to drive a 
couple of blocks away before making the transfer. Priest 
admitted that he was present during the discussion about 
the marihuana, but maintained that he was there only as a 
friend of Small and had nothing to do with the sale or 
transfer of any marihuana and was not present at the 


time the marihuana wes transferred. This is the same 


‘knew what was going on and was inclined to be helpful" 


argument that Harris makes. (DB 21) The court held 
that the jury was free to infer from the testimony of 
the agent chat Priest not only desired that the trans- 
action be consummated, but associated himself with Small 
in making the sel RG.) BE SIT L725 

Harris mahes the same arguments regarding insufficiency 
of evidence with respect to the conspiracy count (Count 


ph ih ae 


A conspiracy is a combination of persons to accomplish 
by concerted action a purpose either criminal or unlawful 
United States v. Hutto, 256 U.S. 524, 528-29 (1921); 


Pettibone v. United states, 146° U.S. 197, 203: (1893). 


Harris concedes that a conspiracy existed and that he 
knew of the plan or agreement. (DB 22) Thus the issue left 
is whether, ,iewing the evidence in the light most favorable 


to the Government, Harris was a member of this conspiracy. 
The law is clear that when proof of a conspiracy 

is shown, only slight additional evidence is necessary 

to connect a particular defendant with it. United States 


v. Marrapese, 486 F.2d 918 (2d Cir. 1973), cert. denied, 


415 U.S. 994 (1974). The Government merely had to show a 
"likelihood of illicit association" between Harris and the 


co- onspirators. United States v. Mejias, Nos 76-1384-1389, 


76-1395 (2d Cir.,Mar. 10, 1977) Once a conspiracy is estab- 
lished, it is considered to continue until shown to termin- 
ate, and each conspirator is presumed to continue as a 
member until such time as his withdrawal is demonstrated or 


the conspiracy ends. United States v. Borelli, 336 F.2d 


376 (2d Cir. 1964), cert. denied, 379 U.S. 960 (1965). 


Thus the Government must show that Harris entered in, 
participated in, furthered or intended to participate in the 
conspiracy. United States v. Steinberg, 525 F.2d 1126, 1133 
(24 Cir. 1975), cert. denied, U.S. ___—+:~- United States 
v. Cirillo, 499 F.2d 872, 883 (2d Cir. 1974), cert. denied, 


$19 U.S.- 1056. 


-29- 


It is well established law in the Second Circuit 
a conspiracy trial the trial judge must find from 
independent evidence the existence of a conspiracy and 
the defendant's participation in it before hearsay state- 
ments of co-conspirators are admissible against him. 


United States v. Wiley, 519 F.2d 1348, 1350 tea Cis. 


cert. denied, 423 U 58 ite States v. Cefaro, 


E26 323, 326 j 1972), cert. denied, 406 U.S. 918. 


s the Second Circuit clearly indicated in United States 
-2@ 1116, 1120 (2d Cir. 1969), cert. denied, 
(1970), the trial court may allow all hearsay 
statements of co-conspirators to come into evidence subject 
to the later proof under the appropriate standard of a 
conspiracy and the defendant's participatior: 


While the practicalities of a conspiracy 
trial may require that hearsay be admitted 
"subject to connection,' the judge must 
determine, when all the evidence is in, 
whether in his view the ~ osecution has 
proved participation in a conspiracy, by 

the defendant against whom the hearsay is 
offered, by a fair preponderance of the 
evidence independent of the hearsay utterances. 
If it has, the utterances go to the jury for 
them to consider along with all the other 
evidence in determining whether they are 
convinced of defendant's guilt beyond a 
reasonable doubt. 


Accord, United States v. efar 


@ 


ndependent non-hearsay evidence introduced 


7 wy = ' 


>y and Harris’ part in it 


~ 


included the following facts: on July 7, Wayne Holden, 


driving a car registered to Harris, delivered 330 grams 
of amphetamine to Agent Anderson. (Tr 90-91, 220; GX 6) 
On July 10, Wayne Holden, again driving a car registered 


to Harris, received two bottles of P2P from Agent Anderson 
in Brattleboro, Vermont and both Norman and Wayne Holden 
loucester, Massachusetts that same day. 
(Tr 95-96, 443-46, 521-22, 557-58; GX 37, 47) Similarly, 


on September 30, Wayne Holden, driving a vehicle registered 


to Harris, delivered 996 grams of amphetamine to Agent 


Anderson. (Tr 178, 487-88; GX 37) 

On July 17, when Agent Anderson calle i the 365-7628 
number Harris answered the phone and gave Anderson a 
number where Holden could be reached. (Tr 117-16) On 
September 12, Harris answered the phone, gave Anderson 
Holden's address and volunterred the fact that he had no 
telephone at that address. (Tr 122) Certainly this is 
more than merely answering a phone and saying the party 


isn't there as argued by Harris. (DB 25) 


and certainly 
Jury could certainly 
otherwise based on the September 22nd phone 


conversation between Agent Anderson and Weyne Holden where 
Holden made it clear that Anderson could leave messages 
with Harris. I 43; GX 
Shortly after Harris was arrested on October lst he 
a good thing we (federal agents) came that 
9ecause the next day he was going to head for Mexico 
2lt something was going to happen, that he felt 
was wrong, he smelled something coi.ing. (Tr 605, 
617, 636) During this statement Harris told the arresting 
officers that he probably should have learned to make violins 
rather than getting i.volve (Tr 618) Harris also 
explained that he had stated to Wayne dolden that they 
only had to worry when they didn't see the "fedish." (Tr 
606, 609, 618) Certainly the jury could infer from these 
statements that Harvis knew of the conspiracy and partici- 
pated in it. 
Harris gues that "there was direct evidence that he 


did not get anyt g out of at." (D8 24) The Tecord: is 


clear that Harris state that he didn't make any money out 


tates Vv. 


denied, 


yuage Coffrin 


conspir- 


state~eni > 


United States 


ime he jcined the 


mission of a conspiracy count 
a higher test than the test 
evidence required for admission of 
tions. See United States v. Stanchich, 


Cir., Jan. 6, 1977). 


port his argument 


Oonsplrator was 


i States v 


United States 


was reversed 

he conspiracy 
distribution but 
Similarly, in 


the defendant Kaye's 


reversed since the evidence 
the conspiracy and a disassociation 
did purchase a quantity of drugs 
conspirator but Parker's conviction was 


there was no proof that this was part of 


the conspiracy. Cianchetti and Steinberg 


to the instant case only by virtue of the 
Harris knew of the conspiracy and discussed 


it. Harris' involvement goes much farther than 
appellantsin those cases. A car registered 


arris was used for drug transactions on July 7th, 


and September 30th. Harris actively acted 
intermediary between Agent Anderson and Wayne 
set up deliveries of P2P and amphetamine. 
Statements by co-conspirator Wayne Holden on June 5 
and September 22 as well as the post arrest statements 
of Harris showed his active involvement and participation. 
The Government contends that Cianchetti and Steinberg are 
not controlling as each case depends on its facts and the 
those cases are not controlling here. See, 


United States v. MacDougal-Pena, 545 F.2d 833 (2d Cir. 1976) 


The Government contends that the evidence, viewed in 


the light most favorable to the Government, Glasser v. 


United States, 315 U.S. 60, 80 (1942); United States v. 
Marrapese, 486 F.2d 918, 921 (2d Cir. 1973), cert. denied, 
415 U.S. 994 (1974), was clearly sufficient "from which the 
Jury could properly find or infer, beyond a reasonable 


doubt, that the accused is guilty." United States v. Glasser, 


443 F.2d 994, 1006 (2d Cir. 1971), cert. denied, 404 U.S. 


854, quoting American Tobacco Co. v. United States, 328 


O.S: 782, 7E? nu &@ 2946). 


PERLY ADMITTED 


iN 


THE ORGANIZ 
trial court erred in 
conspirator Wayne Holden 
the organization. (DB 31) 
Agent Anderson expressed 
Holden about the presence < other 


Oo Mr. Wayne Holden I was 


I =sseaqa Ct 
upset that other people were present, 
that I was not interested in meeting a 
lot of other individuals and he assured 
me that one of the individuals was his 


brother who was part of the organization 
and could be trusted; that the other 
iividual* was also a friend, was also 
f the organization and could be 
- [or 32) 


s concedes that there was no question that 
other individual" referred to as beir~’ part 
the organization was Harris. (DB 26-27) 


nation of Agent Anderson the 
rOlloqguy took place. (Tr 356) 
Without naming names how would you describe 
the class or types of persons you were 
attempting to gather evidence with respect to? 
The scope of the investigation was to include 
anyone we could identify that was involved in 
the iilegal manufacture, transportation of 


drugs, or procurement of chemicals in this 
particular organization. 


his time Harris objected to the use of the ter 
“organization” and the Court struck the word "organization" 
(Tr 357) based upon his ruling that "[a]ny group of 
individuals have not been identified in this case as being 
part of any organization." (Tr 362) 

Later in the ia (Tr 672), Harris, -for the first 
time, moved to strike the testimony of the June 5 conversa- 
tion pertaining to the word organization. This motion 
was denied by the Court. (Tr 676) 

It is clear that the word "organization" striken by 

(Tr 357) was a characterization by Agent Anderson 

(Tr 356). However, the word "organization" not striken 
by the Court (Tr 32) was included in a statement made by 
co-conspirator Wayne Holden. There was sufficient evidence 
to find that Harris participated in the conspiracy. (See GB 23- 


26,31-36) As such, the statement of co-conspirator Wayne 


Holden was admissible against Harris. United States v. 


Wiley, supra. 


should be 


Respectfully submitted, 


GEORGE W.F. COOK 

United States Attorney 

the District of Vermont 
Attorney for the United 
States of America 


JOHN R. HUGHES, JR 
JEROME J. NIEDERMETI 


Assistant owe 


OF AMERICA 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that I have this 18th 
March, 1977, mailed 2 copies of the attached Gove 
ment's Brief to Robert Grussing, Esq., counsel 


Appellant, postage prepaid, Main Street, Brattl cbc 
Vermont 05301. 


oS I) 
ahn RB - HUGHES, ay 


Assistant U<S. 


Enclosures (2) 


